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This paper presents a critical framework applied to findings from a critical discourse 
analysis of curriculum and lesson plans in Alberta to examine the assumption that 
Canada is an ideal place for global citizenship education. The analysis draws on a 
framework that presents a critique of modernity to recognize a conflation within calls 
for new approaches to educating citizens for the twenty-first century. A main finding 
is that although the Alberta curriculum reflects important potential for promoting a 
critical approach, a conflation of different versions of liberalism often results in a false 
sense of multiple perspectives and a foreclosure of potential. The paper argues for a 
critical  approach  to  global  citizenship  education  that  engages  with  the  tensions 
inherent to issues of diversity rather than stepping over or reducing them to 
theoretically and conceptually vague ideas of universalism and consensus. 
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Travel writer and essayist Pico Iyer (2004) wrote that Canada is the “spiritual home […] 
of the very notion of an extended, emancipatory global citizenship… .Pierre Trudeau’s 
inclusive immigration policies [have] given Canadians a sense of connection to both their 
homes and the world” (Iyer, 2004, p. 62).1 A corresponding narrative is Canada as a mul- 
ticultural mosaic where differences are valued, recognized, and cherished. Well-known 
multiculturalism theorist Will Kymlicka (2003a) asserted that “one of the most powerful 
aspects of Canadian identity is the belief that Canadians are good citizens of the world. 
[…] to be indifferent to our obligations as citizens of the world is seen as ‘unCanadian’” 
(p. 358). Given that schools are a main site for the cultivation of citizens, it could follow 
that a multicultural demographic and celebratory approaches to diversity in Canadian 
schools make them an ideal place for global citizenship education (GCE). 
Multiple identities and global citizenship are in fact linked by the ministry of educa- 
tion in Alberta. Alberta Education’s (AE) resource document The Heart of the Matter: 
Character and Citizenship Education in Alberta Schools (2005b) describes “national con- 
sciousness or identity” as a key element of citizenship. This includes (1) Sense of identity 
as a national citizen; (2) Awareness of multiple identities, such as regional, cultural, 
ethnic, religious, class, gender; and (3) Sense of global or world citizenship (AE, 2005b, 
p. 6). Yet, Kymlicka (2003b) has also argued that it is problematic to assume that respect- 
ing diversity in a global or cosmopolitan view leads to respecting diversity in local con- 
texts. Thus, there are possible tensions inherent in the assumption that Canada’s 
multicultural context makes it an ideal place for GCE, and these require examination. 
This paper presents a theoretical framework to foreground the critical potential of GCE in 
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multicultural contexts. It applies the framework to some key findings from a larger PhD 
dissertation project (Pashby, 2013) that sought to identify the tensions inherent to each 
field - multicultural education and GCE - and the possibilities and challenges inherent 
to their perceived relationship. The study was guided by three interrelated questions: (1) 
to what extent are the fields of multicultural and GCE related and/or conflated, (2) what 
tensions and complexities within and between the fields are possibly over-stepped when 
they are assumed to be mutually reinforcing, and (3) what are the possibilities and fore- 
closures for critical approaches to GCE in a multicultural context? 
First, the paper considers the parallels in the histories of multicultural and global edu- 
cation in Canada and the treatment of their relationship in educational studies literature. 
Next, a theoretical framework promotes an unpacking and interrogation of modernist 
assumptions underpinning calls for new approaches to schooling for the twenty-first cen- 
tury citizen (Andreotti, 2010b, 2010c) out of which GCE has emerged as a response and 
multicultural education is implicated. A comparison of the work of two key scholars in 
each field - Joshee (2009) on multicultural education and Richardson (2008) on GCE - 
contributes to the wider framework by recognizing multiple ideologies frame central dis- 
courses within each field and by pointing to the corresponding possibilities and barriers to 
critical work around complexity, difference, and citizenship. This framework is applied 
to key findings from a critical discourse analysis of the Alberta Social Studies Curriculum - 
particularly  the  grade  10  globalization course  - and  lesson  plans  available  online. 
Finally, the discussion draws together the previous sections by suggesting some key pos- 
sibilities and foreclosures in conceptualizing GCE in a multicultural context and consid- 
ers implications in regards to current curriculum reforms. A key argument is that tensions 
must be foregrounded as a key dynamic of learning about others and as tied to systemic 
understandings of inequities in order to enable the critical potential of GCE in 
multicultural contexts. 
 
 
Multicultural  and global education in Canada:  parallel histories and critiques 
Multiculturalism in Canada is based on an expansion of liberalism to include certain col- 
lective rights to access the societal culture of the nation without having to face discrimi- 
nation based on ethnicity (Kymlicka, 1998). The policy is predated by a history of 
struggles to include the rights of cultural minorities as well as on-going systemic racism 
(James, 2008). Kymlicka (2005) referred to the “three silos” of cultural diversity in Can- 
ada: (1) Aboriginal peoples (First Nations, M'etis, and Inuit); (2) the “two founding 
nations” - Francophone rights within a British-dominated Canada; and (3) the “ethnic/ 
immigrant” group2  (p. 1). He notes they are three vertical silos as each is defined using 
specific principles and is disconnected from the others in terms of legislation and adminis- 
tration of cultural accommodations although the first two focus on struggles for autonomy 
(Kymlicka, 2005, p. 1).
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While multiculturalism is largely associated with the third group, 
the adoption of official policy occurred within a context of increased politicization around 
bi-lingual rights and a heightened and organized politicized movement of First Nations 
groups. In the 1960s sociologist John Porter (1965) used the term vertical mosaic to refer 
to the hierarchical relationships that exist between Canada’s cultural groups; more 
recently, Jiwani (2006) described it as “racially based internal hierarchies of power and 
privilege” (pp. 10-11; see also Bannerji, 2000). 
Multicultural education has a long history in Canada and has included a wide range of 
theories, policies, and instructional practices that reject assimilation and promote cultural 
diversity (Ghosh, 2002; Joshee, 2007). Critiques from postcolonialism (Willinsky, 1998), 
feminism (Arnot & Dillabough, 2004), and critical race theory (Dei, 2007; Gillborn & 
Youdell, 2009; James, 2008) point out the significant extent to which a superficial cele- 
bratory approach to multiculturalism reifies a dominant culture and lacks a critique of 
power relations and embedded hierarchies. Furthermore, implicated in these critiques is a 
recent concern about a neoliberal shift in multicultural education which Mitchell (2003) 
identified as “a subtle but intensifying move away from person-centered education for all, 
or the creation of the tolerant, ‘multicultural self’, towards a more individuated, mobile 
and highly tracked, skills-based education…” (p. 387; see also Sleeter, 2014). 
Global education also has a long history in Canada (Evans, Ingram, MacDonald, & 
Weber, 2009) that is to a large extent parallel to that of multicultural education
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. Since the 
turn of the twenty-first-century, in Canada and other English-speaking democratic countries 
(particularly the UK, USA, Australia and New Zealand), GCE merged global education 
and citizenship education, adding a stronger emphasis on action and political participation 
to extant approaches to global education (Davies, Evans, & Reid, 2005). In scholarly litera- 
ture, GCE includes a broad range from more liberalist and humanistic frameworks (e.g., 
Noddings, 2004; Nussbaum, 2002) to more critical and social-transformation oriented 
frameworks (e.g., Andreotti, 2006; Lapayese, 2003; Shultz, 2007). Similar to the critical 
work on multicultural education, critical work on GCE points out the limits of a liberal 
humanist  approach  and  the  complicity  of  some  GCE  approaches  with  neoliberalism 
through a focus on self-management and developing a human capital skill set (Marshall, 
2009; Tarc, 2012). GCE can reinforce a limited view of global citizen subjectivity in terms 
of gender, culture, language, religion, and race (Burns, 2008; Eidoo et al., 2011; McIntosh, 
2004). A critical approach to GCE engages with ideas of complicity, particularly in persist- 
ing colonial systems of power, and aims to empower individuals to think differently and to 
reflect critically on the legacies of their own cultures and contexts to imagine different 
futures (e.g., Andreotti, 2006, 2010b, 2010c; Pashby, 2012; Pike, 2008). 
In Canada’s multicultural context, contestations over national identity have evolved 
overtime. Educational policies and programs have reflected these contestations while also 
producing visions of Canada and its role in the world (Joshee, 2004; Kennelly & Llewellyn, 
2011). As Richardson (2008) asserted, “the ideological orientation, content and purpose of 
global citizenship education has changed with the times and Canada’s evolving image of 
itself” (p. 53). Thus, despite the popular idea that a multicultural context makes Canada the 
“spiritual home of global citizenship” (Iyer, 2004, p. 62), underlying both multiculturalism 
and GCE are multiple and potentially contradictory aims, conflicting popular views, and 
theoretical contestations that raise significant tensions for citizenship education. These ten- 
sions emerge in particular ways in a context such as Alberta where popular and official 
discourses of multiculturalism exist alongside explicit attention to global citizenship in cur- 
riculum documents. 
Significant to this context, it is challenging to find any research literature directly 
studying the relationship between the fields, particularly in the Canadian context (Pashby, 
2013). This corresponds with a lack of explicit theoretical grounding of the assumed posi- 
tive relationship between the fields of multicultural and global education in scholarly 
research, and GCE represents a further conflation. In the US context, Myers (2006) found 
the term GCE is used infrequently, but “when the term appears, it is often used with simi- 
lar meanings to those ascribed to global education or multicultural education (e.g., Banks, 
2004; Noddings, 2004) and rarely defined and given a coherent theoretical foundation” 
(Myers, 2006, p. 370). And while Myers’ work focused on the US context, Merryfield 
(1996) reported on how teacher educators in both Canada and the US bridge multicultur- 
alism and global education by working together on common goals to “prepare teachers 
for  diversity, equity, and interconnectedness in  the  local  community, the  nation, the 
world” (p. 11). Her report suggests learning about global inequities enables learning about 
local inequities (Merryfield, 1996, p. 19). Teacher education institutions in Merryfield’s 
(1996) report were selected because their programs, classes, projects and research were 
grounded on theories of multicultural and global education
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; however, there is neither 
elaboration on those theoretical frameworks nor on how the theories conceptualize bring- 
ing the fields together.
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A main premise of GCE literature is a dialogical relationship between respecting and 
valuing diversity in the local context and engaging with intercultural understandings of a 
global community (Basile, 2005). In much of the work on GCE, citizenship identity is 
assumed to expand in a linear manner from local to regional to national to global and 
learning about global issues will naturally inspire action against local injustices (Mitchell 
& Parker, 2008). For example, in Banks’s view, similar to that of Merryfield (1996), a 
global education approach grounded in diversity and intercultural awareness promotes 
positive, transformative interaction in a multicultural setting. To probe unexamined ten- 
sions in this view of GCE, a dynamic, interactive, and complex understanding of identity 
construction does not disallow for contradictory sentiments between national and global 
citizenship identities (Pashby, 2011, 2013; Taylor, 2012). As Banks (2004) acknowl- 
edges, “cultural, national, and global identifications and attachments are complex, inter- 
active, and contextual” (p. 7). Furthermore, “citizenship education within any social and 
political context is likely to have complex and contradictory consequences that educators 
and decision makers are not always able to envision or predict” (Banks 2004, p. 11). 
These tensions must be at the forefront in order to evoke critical spaces that can respond 
to the complex contexts of twenty-first century classrooms. 
 
 
 
New Education for the Twenty-First Century Citizen?: Post-as-After 
Versus Post-as-Interrogating Modernity 
A premise of this research is that the concepts of multiculturalism and GCE are discursive 
fields producing and resisting dominant views about the role of schooling and of citizen- 
ship education for the twenty-first century (Andreotti, 2010b; Steinberg, 1999). This sec- 
tion contributes a theoretical mapping of the wider context as a way of updating and 
adding depth to understanding the fields and their relationship. Later the framework is 
applied to analyze curriculum and lesson plan documents. 
As Mitchell and Parker (2008) point out, rather than fixing and normalizing ideas of 
citizenship in educational research, 
 
we should interrogate why these particular scales and affinities have become the subject of so 
much interest, how they may be bound up with global economic and political formations, and 
how they are produced through discursive material processes operating in a mutually consti- 
tutive manner. (p. 779) 
 
Andreotti’s (2010b, 2010c) work distinguishing between a post-as-after modernity and a 
post-as-interrogating modernity approach offers a theoretical framework to do such a 
mapping. 
My use of Andreotti’s framework is intended to examine temporal and philosophical 
assumptions underlying calls for global citizenship in a context of multiculturalism. The 
notion of educating for citizenship is very much tied to the broader project of modernity 
(Zufiaurre, 2007). There are temporal aspects of modernity tied to a sense of telos, 
development, and progress over time. There are also ontological and epistemological 
bases of modernity coming from Enlightenment thinking centered on Cartesian rational- 
ity. These are applied in systems of civic governance including modern democracy and 
the Westphalian nation-state of which education is a central institution (Mitchell, 2003). 
As a  way to  deepen the  theoretical work and pedagogy relating to  GCE, Andreotti 
(2010b, 2010c) engages with widely expressed calls for improvements to extant modern 
versions of teaching and learning in response to the intensification of contemporary pro- 
cesses of globalization. These processes include a shift from an industrial to knowledge- 
based society (Todd, 2008) wherein knowledge, learning, reality, and identities are under- 
stood to be fluid, negotiable, and provisional (Andreotti & Souza, 2008b; Gilbert, 2007). 
These changing social conditions represent a temporal shift into what can be referred to 
as an era of post-modernity (Hargreaves, 1999). 
At the same time, there is a shift in social science research from positivism towards 
discourse study, representing a philosophical shift that can also be referred to as post- 
modern. I use the term postmodernity to recognize that these two aspects are inevitably 
linked. There are new social conditions and complexities emerging at the same time as 
identifying and analyzing discourses is a common and central preoccupation across the 
humanities and social sciences (Fairclough, 2003, p. 123). This “discursive turn” has 
given rise to  the  ‘post’ traditions including post-modernism, post-structuralism, post- 
colonialism which have then given rise to more such as post-feminism, post-positivism, 
etc. (Andreotti, 2010c, pp. 233, 235). They offer new frameworks to understand and ana- 
lyze the extent to which responses to these apparently new conditions repeat inherited, 
modern ontologies and epistemologies (see Tikly, 2004). 
Importantly, Andreotti (2010c) does not propose that “educators should adopt any of 
these lenses” (Andreotti, 2010c, p. 233, italics in original). Rather, she contributes the 
framework towards increasing “the levels of intellectual engagement and autonomy in 
the profession” (Andreotti, 2010c, p. 233). Her argument is: “if we are serious about 
engaging with globalization or the social crisis we are embedded in, we need more lenses 
available to make better-informed choices of what to do in the complex and diverse set- 
tings in which we work” (p. 233). By applying the framework to help unpack the assump- 
tions underlying a natural and positive relationship between multicultural and GCE, this 
paper attempts to take up her call. 
Andreotti (2010c) distinguishes between approaches to GCE based on how they relate 
to modernity: post-as-after and post-as-interrogating modernity. Thus, she identifies an 
underlying distinction within current calls for new approaches in the shift from twentieth 
century modernity to twenty-first century post-modernity; this analytical tool can be 
applied to help recognize the extent to which the fields of multicultural education and 
GCE are related and conflated. In one version, teaching and learning in the twenty-first 
century is an extension of modernity and the post of post-modernity is understood as after. 
It responds to a change in the societal organizations defining modern development, but it 
does not interrogate the main teleological assumptions of progress through rationality and 
Cartesian subjectivity. This view focuses on progressing a country’s economic advantage. 
Educators are led to adopt those subjectivities, pedagogies, and epistemologies that are 
compliant with the  shifts and uncertainties of  current economies (Andreotti, 2010c). 
Main discourses include education for the “new global world order” and the need for 
“world excellence” in education (Andreotti, 2010c, p. 240; see also Parker, 2011). Multi- 
culturalism is highlighted in terms of human capital, and the ability to work with people 
of different cultures creates an effective and competitive workforce. 
The post-as-after modernity approach evokes a social justice discourse by calling for 
the  inclusion  of  those  who  are  marginalized  within  the  capitalist  market  system 
(Andreotti, 2010c). In this view of inclusion, education can provide tools for participation 
in old and new markets (see also Marshall, 2009). Progress is just and linear, and the 
assumption is all marginalized individuals and/or communities desire the same ideals 
(Mignolo, 2000). While apparently responding to new trends, Andreotti (2010b, 2010c) 
argues, the post-as-after modernity idea of twenty-first century learning and teaching is a 
universalist metanarrative based on twentieth-century teleological foundations with no 
substantive interrogation of or change to the epistemological and ontological bases of 
modernity. The emphasis is on including everyone in the status quo without attention to 
the potential resultant disruptions and tensions regarding who gets to include whom and 
into whose desired future. 
Andreotti (2010b, 2010c) identified a distinct, alternative vision of education that also 
responds to the new conditions of schooling the twenty-first century citizen. Unlike the 
post-as-after modernity approach, it sets out to disrupt and challenge the status quo rather 
than to extend the logic of modernity through twenty-first century iterations. Central to 
this vision is the importance of pluralizing knowledge; the current system is understood 
to be complicit in epistemic violence through the assertion of a dominant Western, scien- 
tific, and positivistic view (Andreotti, 2010c; Mignolo, 2000). This stance rejects one uni- 
versalizing idea of humanity and sees it as coercive (Andreotti, 2010a). It critiques a 
post-as-after modernity approach as essentially a neoliberal order that is more complex 
than a twentieth century way of thinking but reproduces the ways of knowing, thinking, 
and relating that caused the marginalization of certain groups (see also Marshall, 2009). 
In contrast, the post-as-interrogating view takes a more deeply critical approach to 
pluralising the possibilities of what can be envisioned for education through a critical 
engagement with the system from within (Andreotti, 2010b, p. 9). This is distinctly differ- 
ent version of learners than the fluid but self-interested individualism of post-as-after 
modernity. The post-as-interrogating modernity approach encourages the development of 
a reflexive ethic and healthy scepticism towards normative projects that are invested in 
achieving consensual universal goals through the elimination of conflict and disagree- 
ment. Applying this framework to the topic of this study raises some key implications for 
educating for global citizenship in a multicultural context. Rather than focusing on multi- 
culturalism as simply good for business or as inclusion into the status quo, a post-as-inter- 
rogating modernity vision of GCE would recognize that dominant epistemological and 
ontological assumptions define social categories and citizen subjectivities (see also 
Pashby, 2011). Just who counts as a multicultural other and how, and who is a global citi- 
zen and how are questions that are embedded in wider systems of power. 
Acknowledging the possibility that a post-as-interrogating approach to GCE is currently 
idealistic, Andreotti (2010b) contends that the approach neither excludes preparing students 
for the job market nor disallows normative versions of citizenship; GCE can prepare for 
existing versions of the world in addition to other possibilities. The post-as-after versus post- 
as-interrogating modernity framework helps to recognize tensions in the philosophical con- 
text defining the ways that multiculturalism and GCE are related and conflated. While the 
framework presents as a binary, it is better understood as an analytical and reflexive tool 
helping to acknowledge when inherited ontological and epistemological assumptions may 
not promote a complex and nuanced approach to engaging with systemic differences. Post- 
as-interrogating modernity promotes a deeper criticality that recognizes there are possibili- 
ties for imagining new ways of relating as twenty-first century citizens. Moreover, identify- 
ing post-as-after modernity approaches helps to make intelligible the risks of engaging in 
what seem like new ways of educating but which may actually reinforce ontological and 
epistemological assumptions at the core of the very social inequities multicultural and GCE 
are meant to address. 
 
 
Research on multicultural  and global citizenship education in Canada: 
distinguishing ideological conflations 
Andreotti’s (2010c) framework is consistent with research identifying key discourses that 
frame citizenship education; there is a dominance of the post-as-after modernity approach 
both found and critiqued in recent scholarship (Pashby, 2013). Research finds a central 
inherent tension between neoliberal (individualistic) and critical (systemic) logics (e.g., 
Knight-Abowitz & Harnish, 2006 in the USA; Marshall, 2009 in the UK). This wider 
dichotomy in citizenship education theory frames the way multiculturalism and GCE are 
conflated and assumed to be mutually reinforcing. The work of two scholars - Joshee 
(2009) on multiculturalism and Richardson (2008) on GCE - demonstrates how this 
occurs in the Canadian context. 
Joshee’s (2009) analysis of hundreds of recent and current policy and curriculum 
documents relating to multicultural education in Canada found a complex interplay of 
three main ideologies of citizenship and diversity. While there is evidence of neoconser- 
vatism at the federal level, in K-12 documents - which are produced at the provincial 
level - she identified four liberal social justice and four neoliberal discourses with the lat- 
ter more strongly modifying the former and reflecting a post-as-after modernity approach. 
Together, the liberal social justice discourses intersect to encourage a nurturing, caring, 
and just society. The identity-based discourse asserts that cultural identities ought to be 
supported and developed. The discourse of recognition stresses that not only should indi- 
viduals’ identities be supported but also that diverse cultural identities are valuable to the 
wider community. The rights-based discourse sees cultural identity as a human right. The 
discourse of redistribution recognizes that goods and power are unequally distributed 
among social groups and that this must be addressed (Joshee, 2009). The redistribution 
discourse has significant potential to open discursive spaces for a post-as-interrogating 
modernity discourse. It goes beyond recognizing and celebrating diversity to engaging 
directly with power imbalances and deeper social justice issues around how power is dis- 
tributed and how to build more equitable relations of power. Yet, it is least often empha- 
sized (Pashby, Ingram, & Joshee, 2014). 
Joshee (2009) identified four inter-related neoliberal discourses in Canadian multi- 
cultural education documents: the business case, equity of outcomes, equality as same- 
ness, and social cohesion. Echoing a post-as-after modernity approach, the “business 
case” discourse values multiculturalism “to the extent that it is a resource for interna- 
tional business and provides a strategy for managing workplace diversity” (Joshee, 
2009, p. 99). Equity of outcomes expresses that some individuals need help to achieve 
success in a system that is essentially fair. The equality as sameness discourse 
acknowledges there are many ways of being different and diverse; those who are not 
equal want to be treated the same as those in the norm. Finally, the social cohesion dis- 
course promotes a neutral idea that seeing past difference and being nice to others is 
the key to a strong society and economic prosperity. Joshee (2009) recognized that 
any alternative view of diversity is easily dismissed within this discourse because any 
focus on difference poses a challenge to social cohesion. In this sense, it works against 
a critical engagement with diversity and reduces multiculturalism to getting along as 
individuals. 
Joshee (2009) concluded that multicultural education policy work in Canada is an 
“on-going dialogue” wherein neoliberal (and at the federal level neoconservative) dis- 
courses get modified by liberal social justice discourses and “vice versa” (Joshee, 2009, 
p. 106). The post-as-after versus post-as-interrogating modernity framework can be 
applied to her findings to point out the significant extent to which liberal social justice dis- 
courses can be conflated with and framed by neoliberal discourses when they fail to chal- 
lenge  the  premises  of  inclusion  (see  also  Mitchell,  2001).  If  liberal  social  justice 
discourses fail to interrogate the assumption that everyone desires inclusion into the same 
project of modernity based on an assumed unanimity as to what that shared future will 
entail, they work in tandem with if not in support of business case, equality of outcomes, 
equity as sameness, and social cohesion. Thus, multicultural education discourse in Can- 
ada appears to be a firm reflection of the post-as-after modernity framework while there 
are some important possible critical spaces opened up, particularly through the redistribu- 
tion discourse. 
Richardson (2008) has done similar work unpacking conceptualizations of GCE in 
Canada. He identified two distinctly different global imaginaries inherent to contempo- 
rary understandings of GCE in scholarly work and curriculum: the ecological imaginary 
and the monopolar imaginary. First, the ecological imaginary is encapsulated by notions 
of relationships, interrelatedness, and the importance of physical and cultural diversity. 
Similar to the liberal social justice discourses of multiculturalism (Joshee, 2009), the eco- 
logical imaginary serves to develop in students a sense of connectedness, empathy and 
appreciation for diversity and differences. Indeed, focusing on a critical view of relations 
with others, an ecological imaginary probes universalism and interrogates how the idea 
that ‘we are all the same’ can, despite good intentions, erase differences. It thus questions 
the privileging of Western ways of knowing, “and posits as a civic ideal a kind of decon- 
textualized liberal democratic state” (Richardson, 2008, p. 60). Yet, a competing imagi- 
nary threatens to foreclose the critical potential of the ecological imaginary. 
Richardson (2008) found a monopolar imaginary based on individualism and neolib- 
eral economic ideals emphasizes superficial differences, asserting that individuals have 
the same fundamental wants and needs (see also Shultz, 2007). Similar to the neoliberal 
discourses operating in multicultural education (Joshee, 2009), in the monopolor imagi- 
nary, GCE should develop in students the knowledge and skills to be competitive and suc- 
cessful in the global arena because globalization is inevitable and is essentially a positive 
force. There is a parallel then between the way global citizenship is imagined in this latter 
view and Joshee’s (2009) concern about the way that a neoliberal context frames equity 
and diversity as individual development and social cohesion as interpersonal relations. 
Concerns about citizenship education in Canada presenting a depoliticized view of good 
citizenship as good behavior and getting along are well established (see, e.g., Osborne, 
2000; Porter, 2012; Reid, Gill, & Sears, 2010). 
Applying the post-as-after versus post-as-interrogating modernity framework 
(Andreotti, 2010b, 2010c) to the work of Joshee (2009) and Richardson (2008), allows 
for a recognition of two sources of conflation relevant to teasing apart the presumed mutu- 
ally reinforcing relationship between multiculturalism and GCE. First, understandings of 
educating global citizens for the twenty-first century may unite around calls for new 
approaches to meet current realties, but there are (at least) two distinct views: one that 
moves from a basis in modernity and one that significantly interrogates and challenges 
the assumptions of modernity. Second, within a post-as-after vision of post-modernity, 
well-intended liberal social justice views of equity and diversity can sit side by side, con- 
flate with, and become framed by a dominant neoliberal view that forecloses critical 
spaces. In this sense, the post-as-after modernity versus post-as-interrogating modernity 
represents more of a continuum than a binary. 
Liberal social justice discourses such as recognition, rights, and identity (Joshee, 
2009) may recognize that the project of modernity requires serious and even systemic 
change, but they may ultimately may fall back on modern solutions. A redistribution dis- 
course (Joshee, 2009) may more strongly engage with an interrogation of modernity. Sim- 
ilarly, within an ecological imaginary of GCE (Richardson, 2008), ideas of environmental 
sustainability education may focus strongly on individual actions and reflect more of a 
post-as-after modernity approach while ideas of neocolonialism and the re-emergence of 
unequal relations of global power may engage more of a post-as-interrogating modernity 
approach. The critical potential of conceptualizing and practicing GCE in a multicultural 
context can be supported by approaches that “enable educators to engage with a level of 
complexity in the debate where different perspectives are contemplated”, and where stu- 
dents can “address the interface between mainstream and emergent thinking” (Andreotti 
& Souza 2008a, p. 7). 
 
 
Multiculturalism and GCE in practice: critical discourse analysis 
of the Alberta social studies curriculum 
In order to identify overlooked tensions inherent in the assumed positive relationship 
between multicultural and GCE, I used critical discourse analysis (CDA). I drew on the 
work of a range of researchers who emphasize a critical dimension (e.g., Fairclough, 
2003; Luke, 1994, 2002; MacLure, 2003; van Dijk, 1993). Specifically, I used CDA to 
study educational texts and find insights into how ideas relating to multiculturalism and 
global citizenship are conventionalized and formed into taken-for-granted neutral 
assumptions (Santos, 2010). The educational texts selected were sources for understand- 
ing wider tensions and confusions operating in the discursive fields of multiculturalism 
and GCE. As Kennelly and Llewellyn (2011) assert: “Educational discourses are power- 
ful arbitrators of dominant norms and values within societies”, and curriculum documents 
are “one avenue through which the ideological elements of schooling for citizenship can 
be discerned” (p. 900, see also Bickmore, 2006). 
In the research reported here, I considered the wider Social Studies program of study 
for kindergarten to grade 12. Social Studies is a compulsory core subject in Alberta, and 
at the end of grade 12 there is a required Social Studies diploma examination; the curricu- 
lum draws on subjects across the disciplines of Social Science. In the findings presented 
here, I draw specifically on the grade10 course which focuses on globalization. Unit and 
lesson plans available for teachers of the grade 10 course provide exemplars of the key 
discourses framing hoped-for classroom practices. I conducted an internet search and 
found two main sources of publically available lesson plans. The Learn Alberta website 
is supported and administered by the Digital Design and Resource Authorization Branch 
of AE and posts a series of lessons in collaboration with the Critical Thinking Consor- 
tium. I reviewed twenty-five lessons from Grade 10. I chose to analyze more closely three 
that most related (implicitly or explicitly) to the relationship between multiculturalism 
and global citizenship
7
. I also studied lesson documents found through the website for the 
Society for Safe and Caring Schools and Communities (SACSC), an initiative started by 
the Alberta Teachers’ Association and other community organizations. Of fourteen les- 
sons posted, I looked closely at four
8
. 
The main goal of the empirical study was to break down the use of language in the 
texts so as to identify what discourses accounted for conflations of the concepts and to 
identify unexamined tensions between the fields of multicultural and GCE. The CDA con- 
sisted of three stages: a) finding evidence of the existing discourses identified in the wider 
literature (Joshee, 2009; Richardson, 2008), b) examining how those discourses were con- 
nected to expressions of the relationship between multiculturalism and GCE with a partic- 
ular focus on tensions and contradictions, and c) conducting multiple readings to select 
examples. I focused on four key expressions of discourse (Knight Abowitz & Harnish, 
2006) as related to multiculturalism, GCE, and the relationship between them: (1) claims 
and evidence put forward, (2) choices of rhetoric (including vocabulary, slogans, style, 
etc.), (3) promotions of moral and political values, and (4) descriptions of the context 
from which the text is produced (Knight Abowitz & Harnish, 2006, p. 655). I took partic- 
ular note of any description of the national context of multiculturalism and of ideas of 
global citizenship as well as rationales for educating twenty-first century learners. 
It is important to note the intention of this research was not to generalize on what is or is 
not going on in classrooms in Alberta. Rather, it considered an analysis of curriculum 
documents and endorsed lesson plans as a window into dominant discourses. The claims 
made in the analysis refer to a wider discursive context of popular and official iterations 
of multiculturalism, GCE, and their perceived relationships; however, a limitation is that 
the research did not attempt to examine teachers’ and students’ understanding of the con- 
cepts. Also, while the larger study (Pashby, 2013) provides a number of detailed exam- 
ples, here I focus on some key quotations from the texts to illustrate how the concepts of 
multiculturalism and global citizenship are both related and conflated. 
 
 
Alberta   social studies  curriculum.   The program of studies for Social Studies in 
Alberta demonstrates both the opening up of critical possibilities, and the potential fore- 
closure of those possibilities. This is tied to a conflation of neoliberalism and liberal social 
justice discourses of equity and diversity in a post-as-after modernity approach that fails 
to engage significantly with tensions and conflicts. Foregrounding complexities provides 
opportunities to engage with diverse positions and experiences and invite critical dialogue 
around complexity, difference and uncertainty (Andreotti & Souza, 2008a). This could 
include questions of equity in regards to the redistribution of power and who is viewed as 
a citizen and how thereby connecting local and global issues regarding equitable distribu- 
tion of power and agency. Notably, although evident in the wider character and citizen- 
ship education documents (Joshee, 2009; Pashby 2013), the business case for 
multiculturalism is not strongly emphasized in the program of studies or lesson plans. 
Liberal social justice discourses of identity, rights, and recognition are there, but these are 
often framed by neoliberal equality as sameness, equity of outcome, and social cohesion 
discourses. Importantly, despite a conflation of liberal social justice and neoliberal dis- 
courses of diversity, an ecological global imaginary, particularly when combined with the 
redistribution discourse provides an important critical space for interrogating systemic 
injustices. 
In its stated learning goals, the program of study expresses Canadian pluralism as 
compatible with and extendable to the wider global community: (1) “understand the prin- 
ciples underlying a democratic society”, (2) “demonstrate a critical understanding of indi- 
vidual and collective rights”, (3) “understand the commitment required to ensure the 
vitality and sustainability of their changing communities at the local, provincial, national 
and global levels”, d) “validate and accept differences that contribute to the pluralistic 
nature of Canada”, and e) “respect the dignity and support the equality of all human 
beings” (AE, 2005a, p. 3). There are important possibilities in the idea of having a critical 
understanding of collective rights. As reflected in much of the scholarly literature, there is 
a positive vision of cultural diversity as an asset and the development of a sense of global 
citizenship through responsibility to others and respecting human rights. Yet, as part of a 
broader turn to neoliberal understandings of multicultural education (Joshee, 2009; 
Mitchell, 2001, 2003; Sears, 2009), the term pluralism replaces and can depoliticize mul- 
ticulturalism by focusing on including more ‘differences’ into the political space previ- 
ously  set  aside  for  minority  rights  relating  to  racism  and  discrimination  based  on 
ethnicity (Richardson, 2002)
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. The curriculum document demonstrates the opportunities 
and foreclosures for a critical approach: 
 
A key component of effective social organizations, communities and institutions is recogni- 
tion of diversity of experiences and perspectives… .Diversity and differences are assets that 
enrich our lives. Students will have opportunities to value diversity, to recognize differences 
as positive attributes and to recognize the evolving nature of individual identities. Race, 
socioeconomic conditions and gender are among various forms of identification that people 
live with and experience in a variety of ways. (AE, 2005a, p. 5) 
 
 
There is evidence of the liberal social justice discourses of identity and recognition. The 
statement hints that some categories of identity are more significant (e.g., race, socioeco- 
nomic conditions and gender) but does not express the redistribution discourse; a trend 
consistent in the documents (Pashby, 2013). Rather than pointing to and challenging sys- 
temic categorizations, this treatment of identity categories prioritizes the variety of indi- 
vidual experiences. 
The document expresses the idea, consistent with the neoliberal equality as same- 
ness discourse, that everyone has difference and there are a variety of ways of 
experiencing identity of which race, socio-economic status, and gender are two. For 
example, the document defines “a pluralistic view” as “recogniz[ing] that citizenship 
and identity are shaped by multiple factors such as culture, language, environment, 
gender, ideology, religion, spirituality and philosophy” (AE, 2005a, p. 1). Here, gender 
is equivalent to philosophy, and the broader term culture is used rather than ethnicity 
or race; all differences are included thereby overstepping acknowledgement of con- 
flicts and tensions around systemic differences and de-emphasizing the more systemi- 
cally binding categories. Thus by reducing differences to a set of individual attributes, 
a wider neoliberal framing can de-politicize what might otherwise be spaces to evoke 
a more critical social justice discourse such as redistribution and to promote a post-as- 
interrogating modernity view that enables a critical and nuanced understanding of sys- 
temic inequities. Rather than recognizing the systemic ways certain sets of identity are 
othered in the Canadian context and engaging in the extent to which there is a virtual 
mosaic (Jiwani, 2006), the focus is social cohesion through getting along and including 
everyone. 
Appreciating the fact of multiple cultures and diverse individual identities is reflected 
in the Culture and Community strand of the social studies program of studies. Shared val- 
ues are assumed to lead to each student expressing individualism and fitting into the status 
quo: 
 
Exploring culture and community allows students to examine shared values and their own 
sense of belonging, beliefs, traditions and languages. This promotes students’ development 
of citizenship and identity and understanding of multiple perspectives, issues and change. 
Students will examine the various expressions of their own and others’ cultural, linguistic 
and social communities. (AE, 2005a, p. 7) 
The liberal social justice discourse of identity is strong in the idea that all students should 
feel that they belong. In addition, the emphasis on multiple perspectives builds to recogni- 
tion and the inclusion of multiple visions of Canadian identity. There is an opportunity to 
connect to differently positioned perspectives and to adjust one’s position (Andreotti & 
Souza, 2008a). The terms “issues” and “change” in this section are vague but potentially 
significant. “Issues” suggests that there may be tensions inherent to multiple perspectives 
on culture and community, and “change” may open up the idea of the need to challenge 
and transform the status quo. However, these are discursive possibilities and the critical 
potential is there but muted. 
It is significant to compare the Culture and Community strand which is framed in a 
domestic or national version of pluralism with The Global Connections strand. A global 
framing appears to open a critical space for a post-as-interrogating modernity approach. 
Pushing from the more neutral description of Canadian pluralism in the Culture and Com- 
munity strand, the Global Connections strand takes up conflicts and tensions: 
 
 
Critically examining multiple perspectives and connections among local, national and global 
issues develops students’ understanding of citizenship and identity and the interdependent or 
conflicting nature of individuals, communities, societies and nations. Exploring this interdepen- 
dence broadens students’ global consciousness and empathy with world conditions. Students 
will also acquire a better comprehension of tensions pertaining to economic relationships, sus- 
tainability and universal human rights. (AE, 2005a, p. 7) 
 
Here, an ecological imaginary of global citizenship is articulated through the attention to 
interdependence. The description of the Global Connections strand includes many con- 
cepts and choices of rhetoric that are not used in other sections where the focus of citizen- 
ship formation is the national or provincial context. For example, here, rather than a 
neutral equality as sameness discourse, the term multiple perspectives explicitly relates to 
a notion of criticality. The liberal social justice discourse of redistribution is at least 
hinted at through a more direct idea that “tensions” exist around economics and human 
rights. This is the first time the word conflict is used to describe the nature of individuals 
and communities. Elsewhere conflict is not connected to multiple identities and is some- 
thing to be overcome.
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Therefore, in the social studies program of study, global citizenship, as expressed 
through the Global Connections strand of social studies, is a space for a more critical, 
complex, and  situated  view  of  diversity than  approaches to  pluralism that  are  not 
framed  in  a  national or  provincial lens.  The  global lens offers a  different way of 
knowing the world from the idea that Canadian citizenship naturally extends from an 
assets  model  of  national  diversity  to  global  citizenship. The  stronger  iteration  of 
human suffering across the globe could help to encourage self-critique, recognize his- 
toricity, and situate global issues in wider power relations reflected in multiculturalism 
in Canada. 
 
 
Alberta   lesson plans. The Grade 10 course is called “Perspectives on Global- 
ization”11. According to the course description, it “explores multiple perspectives on the 
origins of globalization and the local, national and international impacts of globalization 
on identity, lands, cultures, economies, human rights and quality of life” (AE, 2007, p. 
12). This section reports on an analysis of lesson plans created for teachers and made 
available online for use with this course. The lesson plans provide insights into the ambi- 
guities in the relationship between domestic and global cultural diversity and reflect the 
wider conflations and unexamined tensions. Neoliberal discourses frame liberal social 
justice discourses (Joshee, 2009; Richardson, 2008) within a post-as-after modernity 
approach to educating the twenty-first century global citizen (Andreotti, 2010b, 2010c). 
A SACSC Grade 10 unit on Global Issues reflects the Global Dimension in the program 
of studies. Students learn about six global issues identified by the Canadian International 
Development Agency. They  are  tied  to  the  United  Nations Millennium Development 
Goals: poverty, basic education, HIV/AIDS, children’s rights and protection, gender equal- 
ity, and environmental sustainability. The students research a “developing country” where 
“quality of life might be questionable with respect to the issues presented”: 
 
 
Students will identify undeveloped countries and regions, thus increasing their awareness of 
the struggles and hardships experienced by a large percentage of our world’s inhabitants. 
This knowledge and understanding will encourage students to take responsibility through 
action, thereby strengthening their commitment to be active citizens of the world. (SACSC, 
n.d.a) 
 
 
Importantly, the global frame emphasizes struggles and hardships, recognizing that the 
human condition is marked by a lack of quality of life for many in the global community, 
a fact emphasized by the qualifier “undeveloped” countries and regions. There is also a 
strong underlying assumption that with “knowledge and understanding” of global issues 
in those parts of the world students in Canada will necessarily feel more responsible and 
be moved to “act” reflecting the work of Banks (2009) and Merryfield (1996). However, 
the assumption that students will act upon knowledge of an injustice is challenged by 
Tarc (2012) who points out that citizenship acting has become part of the neoliberal imag- 
inary despite “critical attention to social justice” in GCE on the part of organizations such 
as Oxfam (p. 117, see also Sears & Hyslop-Marginson, 2007). 
As this unit continues, a view of immigrants as resources for knowledge about global 
issues is introduced. An option for learning extension suggests “students…interview new 
Canadians who immigrated to Canada from an identified country [one of the developing 
countries researched in relation to the six global issues]” (SACSC, n.d.c). Interview ques- 
tions “could include those specific to quality of life” (SACSC, n.d.c.) and his or her expe- 
riences with the global issue(s) in question. The assumption is there is a “new Canadian” 
(racialized) from one of the specified “developing countries” (in the Global South) where 
quality of life is a problem. By asking about a personal experience, the student inter- 
viewer will gain awareness and learn about an issue. An underlying assumption is that the 
student is not from a developing country nor does she/he have experience with the global 
problem. The assumed student is not a Canadian who has personal experience with a 
global problem outside of Canada or in Canada. A related assumption is that Canada does 
not have global problems. This is an example of the conflation of multiculturalism and 
GCE within a well-intended approach to inclusion that may contradict the complex lived 
experience of students and fellow-citizens while reinforcing deficit views of local and 
global others. 
Another possible extension activity suggests students write an essay following the 
interview by responding to the question “do we as Canadians take for granted our quality 
of life?” (SACSC, n.d.c.). The main activity has students researching a global problem 
somewhere in the so-called developing world and not in Canada; thus, it is a leading ques- 
tion. The discourse of re-distribution is evident in the idea of comparing quality of life; 
and this prompt could indicate an opening of a critical space. However, it appears more 
as a conflation of a liberal social justice focus on recognition, a hint at redistribution, and 
a strong neoliberal equity of outcomes discourse (Joshee, 2009). This conflation, within a 
post-as-after modernity frame, results in an emphasis on the students’ individual enlight- 
enment through a recognition of having taken for granted Canadian quality of life rather 
than on the complexity of what the new Canadian may have to express about life in Can- 
ada or abroad. A very possible unintended consequence of this conflation is a twice other- 
ing of the immigrant as a local and global other. 
While the SACSC interview activities challenge the assumed extension of Canadian 
multiculturalism to global citizenship, other lessons further challenge the positioning of a 
multicultural imaginary in conceptualizing global citizenship by studying the influence of 
global forces on minority groups in Canada. A unit available online through a collabora- 
tion between the ministry of education and a not-for-profit organization called the Critical 
Thinking Consortium called “Globalization and Cultural Identities” states its main goal: 
students will  “prepare an  effective  set  of  questions to  gather  information about  the 
impacts of globalization on the identities of various groups” (LA, 2008b). Students are to 
“investigate the impact of globalization on Canada’s founding nations and cultural com- 
munities by decided whether globalization has, on balance, enhanced or weakened com- 
munity identities” (LA, 2008b). Importantly, a distinction is made between “founding 
nations” (the British and the French) and “cultural communities” (a vague term referenc- 
ing the third silo, presumably immigrants not of British or French decent). 
The context of multiculturalism is explicit in the instructions: 
 
Brainstorm possible examples in their own communities of [opportunities and challenges 
associated with globalization’s impact on culture]; e.g., newcomers may be marginalized 
because of an inability to speak the dominant languages or because of cultural differences; 
affirmation of identity may occur because of multicultural television and increased interna- 
tional travel and exchanges. Remind students to look for examples of global effects, not 
effects that are attributable largely to domestic influences. (LA, 2008b) 
 
Here, it is evident that multiple discourses sit side by side within a post-as-after 
modernity view. Liberal social justice discourses of recognition and identity are evi- 
dent in  the  attention to  marginalization based on language and culture. These dis- 
courses are neutrally positioned beside a global-travel discourse with a strong overall 
framing of personal enlightenment and development rather than a challenge to sys- 
temic inequities. In this unit, multiculturalism and global citizenship are related in the 
idea of global impacts on cultures, yet, confusingly, they are also distinguished. The 
fact that teachers must be careful to steer students away from naming domestic factors 
reflects an  attempt to  separate the  domestic view of  respecting differences from a 
global view of citizenship. On the one hand, Canada’s multicultural demographic and 
official policies of multiculturalism are relevant to the study of the impact of globali- 
zation on minority cultural identities in Canada; on the other hand, global effects hap- 
pen outside of Canada. 
Further, students are to conduct an interview or administer surveys to answer two key 
questions: “How has globalization in its many dimensions changed individual and collec- 
tive identities?” and “Have these changes primarily enhanced or weakened individual and 
collective identities?” (LA, 2008b). These questions reflect a combination of the Culture 
and Community strand and the Global Connections strand of the Program of Studies (AE, 
2005a). An ambiguity remains regarding which cultures have been more impacted by 
globalization. An option suggested to teachers reflects this ambiguity. Teachers can bring 
in a few “knowledgeable speakers” to class or have teams of students poll particular 
groups such as “members of Canada’s founding nations (i.e., English and French), First 
Nations, M'etis and Inuit peoples and other cultural communities; e.g., Haitians, Vietnamese, 
Lebanese,  Moroccans, Belgians,  Germans,  Poles,  Ukrainians, Russians,  Jews,  Irish” 
(LA, 2008b). Reflecting the three silos (Kymlicka, 2005), the wealth of diverse identities 
suggests that Canada benefits from diversity. This assets view of diversity could open 
important spaces to discuss issues of recognition and identity, and the findings could chal- 
lenge an assumption of modern progress through Canadian inclusion and recognize how 
groups are differently positioned. However, given the strong post-as-after modernity 
framing of the curriculum and the strong equality as sameness discourse of pluralism, it 
can also be read as another conflation of liberal social justice and neoliberal ideologies 
and as inherently about social cohesion. Distinctly missing is the redistribution discourse 
(Joshee, 2009). 
Thus, the lesson plans reflect how multiculturalism and GCE are related through some 
wider concepts: a) global issues and immigrants’ experiences of those issues, b) the 
impact of globalization on cultures, and c) the challenges of and possibilities for cultural 
diversity as related to globalization. This study considered the limited amount of lesson 
plans available online, and it is possible that plenty of teachers are evoking the critical 
potential in the curriculum in their lessons. However, the lessons promoted by govern- 
ment and community organizations provide insights into dominant discourses and how 
wider philosophical and ideological conflations can foreclose critical potential in some 
key ways. Drawing on Joshee’s (2007) work on multiculturalism discourses and 
Richardson’s (2008) work on imaginaries of GCE, this conflation can be mapped onto 
Andreotti’s (2010b, 2010c) post-as-after versus post-as-interrogating modernity frame- 
work. It is the redistribution discourse that when combined with the global lens articu- 
lated in the Global Dimensions strand of the curriculum most strongly represents a space 
for promoting a post-as-interrogating modernity view of learning for twenty-first century 
realities. Yet, the redistribution discourse is rarely evident in a national or provincial 
framing of culture and community. The global connections section of the program of 
studies discourse is the strongest opportunity for opening up critical space for interrogat- 
ing an assumption of progress through inclusion in to modernity and for imagining new 
ways of being and relating as global citizens. The findings thus demonstrate the limita- 
tions of the deeply rooted assumption that recognizing systemic injustices extends natu- 
rally and neutrally from national to global dimensions and that learning about global 
injustices necessarily enables an interrogating of justices in local contexts. 
 
 
Discussion 
A great deal of scholarly attention has been given to theoretical concerns around cultural 
diversity, globalization, and citizenship education (Abdi & Shultz, 2008; Banks, 2004; 
Openshaw & White, 2005; O’Sullivan & Pashby, 2008). Studies have demonstrated both 
teachers’ commitments to and discomforts with teaching global issues (Larsen & Faden, 
2008; Olser & Starkey, 2003). Despite the range of theoretical and school-based inquiries, 
little attention has been paid to the deeper philosophical and ideological context in which 
these two fields relate and conflate. This paper seeks to contribute to updating the field in 
this regard by examining how GCE is conceptualized within a national Canadian and pro- 
vincial  Albertan context  of  multiculturalism and GCE. Specially, it  considered three 
inter-related questions: (1) to what extent are the fields of multicultural and GCE related 
and/or conflated, (2) what tensions within and between the fields are possibly over- 
stepped when they are assumed to be mutually reinforcing, and (3) what are the possibili- 
ties and foreclosures for critical approaches to GCE in a multicultural context? 
The  research  finds  that  both  multiculturalism  and  GCE  are  discursive  fields 
(Steinberg, 1999) where distinct versions of liberalism are conflated. On the one hand, lib- 
eral social justice discourses of identity, rights, and recognition are strong in the docu- 
ments. On the other hand, the redistribution discourse is less evident and is most strongly 
emphasized in a global rather than national frame. In this sense, evoking these discourses 
can either serve as a jumping off point for a more critical approach or can fall back into a 
neoliberal focus on individual development and skills. Also strongly evident in the docu- 
ments are the neoliberal discourses of equality as sameness, equity of outcomes, and 
social cohesion. Critical discourses that represent a post-as-interrogating view of learning 
for twentieth-century realities are potentially foreclosed by the strong conflation of liberal 
social justice and neoliberal discourses. Thus discussions fall back on getting along and 
acknowledging all differences rather than pushing to engage with multiply positioned 
experiences of difference and diversity. 
By mapping out some of the discourses and unexamined tensions in unit and lesson 
plans, this paper has recognized both the problematic and positive ways cultural pluralism 
is understood in the context of multiculturalism and in reference to global citizenship. The 
findings elucidate the broader ideological context in which a populist and political domi- 
nance of neo-liberalism is at odds with a call in scholarship for an interrogation of mod- 
ernist views of progress and efficiency. The fact that liberal social justice discourses exist 
in the Alberta texts is significant; they represent spaces in which to mediate the wider neo- 
liberal dominance (Joshee, 2009). This study found, similar to Knight Abowitz, and 
Harnish’s (2006) mapping of citizenship discourses in American education documents, 
that when framed through a global lens, this flexibility is particularly evident. However, 
the lack of attention to the discourse of redistribution beyond an acknowledgment that 
Canadian quality of life can be taken for granted indicates that neoliberal discourses 
mediate those liberal social justice discourses and not vice versa. Both operate within a 
post-as-after modernity approach to teaching twenty-first century citizens. This approach 
may fail to significantly account for or challenge systemic inequities. 
The Alberta lesson plans are significant in their recognition of complex views of glob- 
alization and use of a terminology of complexity and systems (e.g., marginalization, cul- 
tural protection). However, the overall assumption remains strongly modernist in the 
sense that students need to become more aware and then will be able to understand and 
progress the overall system; tensions are over-stepped. For example, an us-versus-them 
discourse is constructed through a conflation of multicultural and global citizenship when 
students are to interview immigrants from those countries where there are assumed to be 
global issues. Thus the curriculum and lesson plans represent an important move towards 
multiple perspectives and a critical view of globalization but remain framed by a norma- 
tive view of culture and diversity as individual experiences. Mapping the way this func- 
tions  in  the  Alberta context  suggests stronger critical  discourses are  necessary, and 
critical GCE represents an important discursive space for promoting complexity, com- 
plicity, and historicity in multicultural contexts. 
This study may offer some important insights given Alberta’s current process towards 
curriculum redesign, a process that began in 2011 and is expected to end in 2016 (AE, 
2014). The findings presented here could be useful as a source of critical reflection on the 
extent to which the current reform priorities open up or foreclose critical spaces and 
opportunities. For example, the three framing priorities are students as critical thinkers, 
ethical citizens, and entrepreneurial spirits (AE, 2011). To what extent is ethical citizen- 
ship compatible with entrepreneurial spirit, and to what extent does an ethical approach 
clash with aspects of entrepreneurship? To what extent will this approach conceptualize 
critical  thinking  so  as  to  meet  the  needs  of  ‘twenty-first century  learners’  and  be 
“designed in ways that acknowledge complexity, contingency (context-dependency), 
multiple and partial perspectives and unequal power relations”? (Andreotti, 2010c, p. 
241). 
This study has demonstrated that a focus on multicultural tensions and contestations 
of rights, recognition, and redistribution in the Canadian context can open up critical pos- 
sibilities for understanding interconnections among global and local systems of inequi- 
ties. It is also important to recognize and strategically interject when these discourses are 
being conflated with neoliberal discourses; in such a conflation neoliberal discourses 
mediate liberal social justice discourses so as to depoliticize and individualize what could 
be openings for critical discourses of citizenship. In a multicultural context GCE can 
open up dynamic and critical spaces for students to both understand and challenge sys- 
temic inequalities. For, as Taylor (2012) reminds us, “a global citizenship education of 
‘bringing the world into our classrooms’ forgets that our classrooms are always already in 
this world” (p. 177; see also Dillabough & Kennelly, 2010). In this way, a multicultural 
context can open significant critical possibilities for making sense of today’s complexities 
and for imagining new ways of relating as citizens. Drawing on the critical potential of 
conceptualizing and practicing GCE in multicultural contexts, these new possibilities for 
imagining ourselves acting as global citizens can recognize the limitations of and can 
interrogate rather than operate within inherited ways of relating towards new ways of 
practicing GCE. 
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Notes 
1.    Pierre Trudeau was Prime Minister of Canada from 1968 to 1979 and from 1980 to 1984 as 
leader of the Liberal Party. In 1971 his government adopted a policy of multiculturalism, and 
in 1988, the government of Prime Minister Brian Mulroney - of the Progressive Conservative 
Party - passed The Multiculturalism Act of 1988. Multiculturalism policy encouraged full 
participation of all minorities and was implemented in all government agencies, departments, 
and corporations. 
2.    Kymlicka (2005) recognizes that this terminology is slightly problematic even though it is 
common: “It  would be more accurate…to describe this third category as  “ethnic  groups 
formed through immigration…It’s important to emphasize that many members of these groups 
may be second, third or fourth-generation descendants of the original immigrants.” (Kymlicka, 
2005, n. 1, p. 27). 
3.    The Aboriginal peoples of Canada are legislated through the Royal Proclamation (1763) and 
the Indian Act (1876). French Canadians are legislated through Quebec Act (1774), British 
North America Act (1867), the Official Languages Act (1969), and sections 16-23 of the Cana- 
dian Charter of Rights and Freedoms (CCRF). Ethnic immigrant groups are legislated through 
the Parliamentary Statement of Multiculturalism (1971), the Multiculturalism Act (1988), and 
Section 27 of the CCRF. (Kymlicka, 2005). 
4.    For a more detailed description of the parallel histories of multicultural education and global 
education in Canada, see Pashby (2013). 
5.   Merryfield (1996) points to James Banks, Paulo Friere, Robert Hanvey, Cameron McCarthy, 
Anna Ochoa, Christine Sleeter, and Carl Grant (p. 20). 
6.    In fact, similarly to more theoretical pieces (Cort'es, 1983; Cole, 1984; Ukpokodu, 1999) the 
relationship is largely descriptive of the existence of a relationship between the two fields 
rather than on what possible tensions or conflicts there may be within or between them (see 
Pashby, 2013). 
7.    The three lessons I focused on for the Alberta Learning lessons for the grade 10 course 
included “Globalization and Cultural Identities” (LA, 2008b), “Enhancing Cultural Identities” 
(LA, 2008a), and “The Future of Collective and Individual Rights” (LA, 2008c). 
8.    Contributed by Tracey Lyons, a Program Manager at SACSC, I looked at lessons for Unit One 
of the Grade 10 curriculum which was called Global Issues Awareness: Lesson One “Issues… 
What Issues?” (SACSC, n.d.a), Lesson Two “Tell Me About It” (SACSC, n.d.b.), Lesson 
Three “A Lived Experience” (SACSC, n.d.c), and Lesson Four “Preparing and Sharing” 
(SACSC, n.d.d.). 
9.    It is outside the purview of this paper to go into detail regarding the intentional favoring of the 
term pluralism over multiculturalism in the Alberta social studies program of study. In this 
paper, I continue to use the term multiculturalism to describe the wider discursive field as tied 
to Canadian policy and popular understandings of the multicultural mosaic as tied to educa- 
tional practice as set out in the introduction. For more information about the history of a 
change language and emphasis, see Richardson (2002). 
10.    Elsewhere in the document the word conflict is often followed by or associated with the word 
resolution. For example, in the skills and processes section of the program of studies, students 
are to “engage in problem solving and conflict resolution” (AE, 2005a, p. 2) and in the “Social 
Participation as Democratic Practice Section”, students are to “demonstrate skills of coopera- 
tion, conflict resolution and consensus building” (AE, 2005a, p. 7). 
11.    There are different versions of the course (e.g. 10–1 “Perspectives on Globalization and 10-2 
“Understanding Globalization”) depending on the intended post-secondary outcome for stu- 
dents. For the sake of clarity, I will be listing the titles of level 1 courses which are intended 
for students expecting to pursue post-secondary education at a university. 
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